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Abstract 
This study assessed the extent to which child-related factors had an impact on teacher-child 
relationships in Australian childcare settings. Analyses used data from Growing Up in Australia: 
The Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC). The sample consisted of 1577 two to 
three year old children (M= 33.9 months, SD=2.93; 51.5% male). Two separate hierarchical 
multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the relation between teachers’ 
perceptions of their relationships with children and (a) gender, (b), indigenous status, (c), 
language background other than English, (d), socio-economic position, (e) special health care 
needs, (f) expression and receptive language concerns, (g) psychosocial competence and 
problems and (h) temperament factors (approach, persistence and reactivity). Results indicated 
that special health care needs, receptive language concerns and all three temperament scales 
(approach, persistence and reactivity) significantly predicted conflict in teacher-child 
relationships. Close relationships were predicted by being female, indigenous status, higher 
socio-economic position, not having a special health care need and no expressive language 
concerns.  
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Child-related factors that influence teacher-child relationships using an Australian 
national sample. 
Formal childcare in Australia today, has become an increasingly important aspect of a 
young child’s life. As young children transition from home to school, relationships with their 
teachers increase in importance. If poor teacher-child relationships are developed, the 
environment inevitably becomes less productive for a child to learn (Rudasill, Rimm-Kaufman, 
Justice, & Pence, 2006). Increasingly research has emphasised the importance of positive 
teacher-child relationships for children’s academic achievement and social adjustment 
(Burchinal, Peisner-Feinberg & Pianta, 2002; Harrison, Clarke & Ungerer, 2007) and this 
emphasis is reflected in current Australian curriculum documents such as the Early Years 
Learning framework (EYLF, DEEWR, 2009). Consistent with studies conducted with children of 
different age groups and countries, the quality of teacher-child relationships has been observed to 
have a positive correlation with children’s cognitive and social development in later years 
(Howes, Whitebrook, & Phillips, 1992; Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004), later language and academic 
skills (Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Love et al., 2003; Tran & Weinraub, 2006), and a child’s ability to 
adapt to school (Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004). Further, poor teacher-child relationships in the early 
years have also predicted an increase in aggression and a decrease in pro-social behaviours 
towards peers at school (Birch & Ladd, 1998; Silver, Measelle, Armstrong, & Essex, 2005). In 
general, these findings suggest that when children spend long hours at childcare, the relationship 
they develop with their teacher becomes progressively more important for their wellbeing. In fact 
positive teacher child relationships are a key principle of the EYLF underpinning early childhood 
practice from birth to five years of age. Positive, reciprocal teacher-child relationships in child 
care increase the chances of enhanced intellectual, social, language and academic development 
as well as the ability to adapt positively to school.  
However, as the term “teacher-child relationships” suggests, children also play an 
important role in supporting a positive relationship (Rudasill, et al., 2006). Relationships are 
reciprocal and child characteristics and behaviour play a role in how teachers respond to 
individual children. Thus, maintaining a positive teacher-child relationship is a task in which not 
only teachers, but young children have a role to play. A number of child characteristics as well as 
child demographics have been found to influence the quality of the relationships children have 
with their teachers at school. Previous research has reported that a child’s temperament (Rudasill 
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& Rimm-Kaufman, 2009; Rudasill, et al., 2006) and psychosocial development (Zhang, Chen, & 
Zhang, 2008) are key factors which contribute to the level of warmth and sensitivity a teacher 
provides for a child.  
It has also been argued that gender is a contributor to quality teacher-child relationships, 
with girls usually more able to develop positive relationships with their teachers than boys 
(Howes, Phillipsen, & Peisner-Feinberg, 2000; Rudasill & Rimm-Kaufman, 2009). Similarly, 
Ewing and Taylor (2009) found that more hostile relationships with teachers were attributed to 
higher conflict found between teachers and boys in class as compared to girls. They proposed 
that this was due to girls being less prone to unfriendly and aggressive behaviour. Language 
barriers (Rudasill, et al., 2006) and child disabilities (Blacher, et al., 2009; Eisenhower, Baker, & 
Blacher, 2007; McIntyre, Blacher, & Baker, 2006) have also been shown to be factors that hinder 
the development of positive teacher-child relationships. In a study by Blacher, et al. (2009), the 
authors found that poor language skills and/or an intellectual disability affected the social 
interaction that a child can have with their teacher. The inability to connect with each other 
through communication or meaningful interactions reduces the likelihood of achieving positive 
teacher-child relationships. 
The socio-economic status (SES) of a child’s family has also been linked to the quality of 
relationships that develop between children and their teachers (Zhang, Chen, Zhang, & Sun, 
2009). It has been found that low SES increases the risk of children demonstrating negative 
behaviour (i.e. anti-social behaviour). Bradley and Corwyn (2002) suggest that this could be due 
to a child’s poor access to a healthy upbringing as a result of a lack of resources.  
Historically, the majority of research into teacher child relationships has been focused in 
the United States of America (particularly the NICHD studies) and the United Kingdom 
(Blacher, Baker, & Eisenhower, 2009; Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004; Whitebook, Howes, & Phillips, 
1989). Given the different policy contexts and differences in quality between the USA, the UK 
and Australia, it is problematic to generalise international findings to the Australian context 
(Love et al., 2003). More recently, there is increasing Australian research into the effects of 
relationships in child care (see e.g., Bowes et al., 2009; Harrison et al., 2007). However, these 
are generally small scale studies which are not necessarily generalizable to the population level. 
This study investigates the influences on teacher-child relationships in the Australian child care 
context within a large representative sample of Australian children.  
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The objective of this research is to explore the influence of child demographics and child 
characteristics (gender, indigenous status, temperament, psychosocial development, language 
background, health status and socio-economic status) on the quality of teacher-child relationships 
for children in Australian childcare centres. Using data from Growing up in Australia: The 
Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC), this study will identify key child-related 
factors which influence positive teacher-child relationships specifically within an Australian 
childcare context. This research will thus serve as a preliminary study for future research looking 
into child-related factors contributing to positive teacher-child relationships in the Australian 
context. The current findings will also allow childcare policy makers in Australia to identify the 
importance of positive teacher-child relationships in producing quality care in childcare centres. 
Method 
Participants 
The current study used data from Wave 2 of the B cohort of Growing up in Australia: 
The Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC) when children were two to three years 
old (M = 33.92 months; SD = 2.93). The final sample of 1577 children (51.7% boys, 3.2% 
Indigenous children) were selected as they were currently attending childcare at the time of data 
collection and had teacher/carer reports from the study child’s childcare centre.  
Growing up in Australia: The Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC).  
This is an Australian longitudinal study of children’s health and development which 
started in 2004 (Lucas, Neumann, Kilpatrick & Nicholson, 2010). Detailed information 
regarding the LSAC’s design and sample may be obtained from a technical paper by Soloff, 
Lawrence and Johnstone (2005). The LSAC employed a two-stage clustered sampling design, 
with stratification by State and then by major metropolitan centre versus other in order to obtain 
a geographical distribution that is representative of the targeted age groups of the Australian 
population (Mission & Sipthorp, 2007).  Wave 2 data were collected in 2006 for 2-3 year old 
children (B cohort) and 6-7 year old children (K cohort). Data were collected from the child’s 
primary carer (97% were biological mothers) via face-to-face interviews and self-complete 
questionnaires 
Data with respect to the teacher-child relationship (from the Student-Teacher 
Relationship Scale) was obtained from the Teacher Questionnaire. Data obtained from the LSAC 
for child-related factors was from Wave 2 of the B cohort and provides information about the 
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child’s gender, special health care needs, psychosocial development (from the Brief Infant-
Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment), temperament (from the Short Temperament Scale 
for Toddlers), language concerns (from Parents’ Evaluation of Developmental Status) and 
family’s socio-economic status (including income, education and occupational status of the 
child’s primary caregivers). These data can be found in the Wave 2 Parent 1 During Interview 
(P1DB) and Parent 1 Leave-Behind Questionnaire (P1LB). Each of these measures will be 
discussed in turn. 
Measures 
Student Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS) – Short Form: This is a 15 item self-
report used to measure a teacher’s perception of the relationships they have with the assessed 
child (age range from pre-school to eight years old). Overall, the STRS is a well-established test 
of student-teacher relationships that has been found to be a reliable instrument with significant 
test-retest correlations, as well as high internal consistency for the subscales (Pianta & Early, 
2001).  
Brief Infant-Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment (BITSEA): The BITSEA is a 
brief screening tool used primarily to assess social/emotional and maladaptive behaviours and/or 
delays or deficits in social-emotional competence in young children. To date, the BITSEA has 
been found to be a reliable and valid screener to assess social-emotional/behavioural problems 
and delays in competence in infants and toddlers (Briggs-Gowan, Carter, Irwin, Wachtel, & 
Cicchetti, 2004). This screener has a high internal consistency (Karabekiroglu, Briggs-Gowan, 
Carter, Rodopman-Arman, & Akbas, 2010; Karabekiroglu et al., 2009; Kypriotaki & Manolitsis, 
2010) and test-retest reliability as well as interrater agreement from the primary caregiver and 
childcare provider (Briggs-Gowan, et al., 2004). 
Short Temperament Scale for Toddlers (STST): This instrument is a 13-item parent 
completed questionnaire from the Short Temperament Scale for Toddlers (STST). This scale was 
developed for the Australian Temperament Project. Each item is related to a specific component 
of temperament such as Approach, Cooperation-Manageability, Irritability, Rhythmicity, 
Distractibility and Activity-Reactivity (Prior, Smart, Sanson, & Oberklaid, 2001). A test of 
stability of these temperament scores was found to be psychometrically sound and relatively 
stable from the ages of one to two years till five to six years of age (Sanson, Pedlow, Cann, & 
Prior, 1996). 
8 
 
Parents’ Evaluation of Developmental Status (PEDS): These two items assess parental 
concerns about their child’s expressive and receptive language development. The PEDS has been 
mainly used to screen children who may be at risk for developmental disabilities. Parents were 
asked: (1) do you have any concerns about how [child] talks and makes speech sounds; and (2) 
do you have any concerns about how [child] understands what you say to him/her. Responses 
were “no”, “a little” and “yes”. Responses of “a little” and “yes” were combined to indicate a 
parental concern about language. The PEDS has been shown to be accurate in identifying 
children with high to medium language developmental problems at an early age (Coghlan, Kiing, 
& Wake, 2003).  
Children with Special Health Care Needs Screener (CSHCNS): In collaboration with 
the Child and Adolescent Health Measurement Initiative (CAHMI), the CSCHNS was developed 
as a non-condition specific, detailed but time-efficient and adaptable instrument in screening for 
special health care needs. In LSAC, a two item version of the screener was used (Wake, Hardy, 
Sawyer, & Carlin, 2008). Parents are asked whether the child currently needs or uses medicine 
prescribed by a doctor (other than vitamins) and whether the child needs or uses more medical 
care, mental health or educational services than is usual for most children of the same age. 
Parents who respond ‘‘yes’’ to either of the questions are then asked two follow-up questions: (a) 
Is this because of any medical, behavioural or other health condition?; and (b) Is this a condition 
that has lasted or is expected to last for at least 12 months? Only children whose parents respond 
“yes” to both follow-up questions qualify as having a special health care need. 
Socio-economic Position (SEP). The LSAC has combined a number of indicators to 
derive a measure of the socio-economic status of families. Using methods designed by Willms 
and Shields (1996) for the Canadian National Longitudinal Study of Children and Youth 
(NLSCY), Blakemore, Strazdins and Gibbings (2009) developed a measure of Socio-economic 
Position (SEP) by combining annual family income, parents’ highest educational attainment and 
occupational status. The SEP measures the combined effects of resource (i.e. income) and social 
status factors (i.e. occupational prestige) to estimate the relative SEP of families.  
Data Analysis and Procedures 
A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used to examine the relationship between 
the child-related factors and our dependent variable (Student Teacher Relationship Scale: 
Closeness and Conflict). Specifically, the current study explored the extent to which child 
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characteristics such as gender, language background, special health care needs, socio-economic 
position, temperament and psychosocial factors influence the quality of the teacher-child 
relationship for those children who are in child care at Wave 2. These data were analysed using 
SPSS. As the Student Teacher Relationship Scale (short form) has two scales: conflict and 
closeness, two separate regression models were run. 
Results 
Although there were outliers in both the independent and dependent variables, Cook’s 
distance showed that they were not unduly influential. Therefore, the outliers were not removed 
from the data analysis. The Durbin-Watson tests for both HMR analyses also showed that 
residual terms were within the acceptable range. After the use of listwise deletion, only 820 
(48.9%) of the sample had no missing data when the analysis was run against Conflict, whereas 
Closeness had no missing data for 1248 (74.5%) cases. This large proportion of missing data for 
Conflict may be due to teachers being unwilling to share negative information that they face in 
class as compared to positive aspects (e.g. warmth in teacher-child relationships). It is duly noted 
that the discrepancy of sample Ns may represent a gross underestimate in the HMR analysis due 
to the large amount of missing data. Hence, EM imputation was performed on variables with 
more than 5% of missing data. Table 1 provides the sample size, mean, standard deviation and 
range of scores for age and quantitative variables such as the BITSEA and Temperament 
(approach, persistence and reactivity) scales.  
Table 2 shows the zero-order correlations among all of the variables. A moderate positive 
correlation was observed between psychosocial problems (BITSEA) and reactivity 
(temperament) scales. Predictably, a moderate negative correlation was observed between the 
Closeness and Conflict relationship scales. Although, unexpectedly, neither Closeness nor 
Conflict relationship scales had a significant correlation with either Language Background Other 
than English or Indigenous Status of the child. Cronbach’s alpha confirmed that the summary 
measures of the BITSEA (α = .99), Temperament (α = .99) and Conflict relationship status (α = 
.81) had strong internal consistency. Closeness relationship status (α = .47) was also observed to 
have adequate internal consistency. To summarise, the bivariate correlational analysis shows that 
although most of the variables have a significant relationship with each other, the correlation is 
very low. Therefore, multicollinearity does not exist in this data set. 
10 
 
Two hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine how well the 
chosen independent variables predicted Closeness and Conflict relationships respectively. The 
predictors were entered in the model at three different steps. Step 1 includes demographic 
variables such as Gender, Language Background other than English (LBOTE), Indigenous Status 
and Socio-economic Position. Step 2 included categorical variables that look at health and 
language concerns: Special Health Care Needs, Expressive Language Concerns and Receptive 
Language Concerns. Finally, quantitative variables were entered at Step 3: Psychosocial 
Problems, Psychosocial Competence, Temperament (Approach), Temperament (Persistence) and 
Temperament (Reactivity). The summary of both HMR analyses are presented in Tables 3 and 4. 
 Conflict Relationship Status. In the first HMR analysis for Conflict relationship, Step 1 
accounted for a significant .8% of the variance, Fch(4, 1572)= 3.34, p= .010. Gender was the only 
significant predictor at this step. At Step 2, the model accounted for 2.2% of the variance over 
and above the additive effects of gender, indigenous status, LBOTE and SEP, Fch(3, 1569)= 
11.72, p<.001. In addition, gender, special health care needs and receptive language concerns, 
accounted uniquely for .004%, .006% and .008% of the variance, respectively. Finally, Step 3 
accounted for a further significant 4.2% of the variance, Fch(5, 1564)= 14.32, p<.001. The final 
model accounted for 7.3% of the variance in Conflict relationships, F(12, 1576)= 10.21, p<.001. 
The significant predictors in the final model were special health care needs, receptive language 
concerns, and all three temperament scales (approach, persistence and reactivity). The results 
show that the second model improved our ability to predict the outcome variable over the first 
model, but the final model (Step 3: BITSEA and Temperament scales) was able to significantly 
improve our ability to predict Conflict Relationships.  
Closeness Relationship Status. The HMR analysis for Closeness relationship showed 
that Step 1 accounted for a significant 1.3% of the variance, Fch(4, 1572)= 5.10, p<.001. In 
addition, gender, SEP and indigenous status uniquely accounted for .007%, .005% and .003% of 
the variance, respectively. Step 2 accounted for a further significant 1.1% of the variance, Fch(3, 
1569)= 6.14, p<.001. Factors such as gender, SEP, indigenous status, special health care needs 
and expressive language concerns uniquely accounted for .004%, .001%, .00%, .006% and 
.001% of the variance, respectively. Finally, Step 3 accounted for a significant .7% of the 
variance over and above the additive effects of special health care needs and language concerns 
(expressive and receptive), Fch(5, 1564)= 2.37, p=.038. The overall model at Step 3 accounted 
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for 17.8% of the variance in Closeness relationships, F(12, 1564)= 4.25, p<.001. The significant 
predictors in the final model were gender, SEP, indigenous status, special health care needs and 
expressive language concerns. The results show Step 1 was the strongest model that significantly 
predicted Closeness relationships status.  
Discussion 
The aim of this study was to explore child-related factors that might have an influence on 
the relationships between teachers and children in the context of Australian childcare. The 
specific hypothesis was that child-related factors such as gender, Indigenous status, language 
background other than English, SEP, special health care needs, language concerns, psychosocial 
development and temperament would account for a significant proportion of the variance in 
teachers’ perception of closeness and conflict in teacher-child relationships.  
As predicted, special health care needs, receptive language concerns and all three 
temperament scales (approach, persistence and reactivity) were significant predictors of conflict 
in teacher-child relationships. Additionally, perceived closeness in relationships was 
significantly influenced by gender, Indigenous status, SEP, special healthcare needs and 
expressive language concerns. Although gender did affect the level of closeness in teacher-child 
relationships, with teachers perceiving more positive relations with girls, gender was not a 
significant predictor of conflict in teacher-child relationships. This is in contrast to past literature 
where studies have found that boys are more likely than girls to have relationships with teachers 
that are characterised by conflict (Rudasill & Rimm-Kaufman, 2009; Saft & Pianta, 2001). This 
finding could suggest that even though Australian childcare teachers perceive their relationships 
with girls to be warmer than their relationships with boys, they do not necessarily feel more 
conflict with boys than with girls.  
Another interesting finding was that having an Indigenous status also appeared to lead to 
an increase in the closeness of teacher-child relationships. This is in contrast with Murray and 
Murray’s (2004) study where they found that when there was mismatched ethnicity between 
teacher and child, a decrease in positive feelings was observed. The authors argue that teachers 
of different ethnicities may interpret behaviours of children differently. Hence, if non-Indigenous 
teachers have little knowledge about the culture or background of children of Indigenous status, 
there is a possibility of misinformed interpretation of the child’s behaviour as well as poorer 
communication (Saft & Pianta, 2001). However, it is important to note that as there were very 
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small numbers of children of Indigenous status in our sample attending childcare, this finding 
has to be interpreted with caution. Socio-economic Position was also a significant predictor of 
warm teacher-child relationships. This relationship between higher SEP and level of positive 
teacher-child relationship also supports previous research findings (Silver, et al., 2005; Zhang, et 
al., 2009).  
With respect to temperament, in line with previous findings, results from the current 
study point out that as the level of persistence in children increased, the level of conflict in 
teacher -child relationship decreased. Findings from previous research have indicated that when 
children were persistent in activities it was less likely that conflict will build up in the teacher -
child relationship. In contrast, when children had higher levels of approachability and reactivity, 
it was more likely that conflict in classroom relationships would occur (Coplan & Prakash, 2003; 
Rudasill & Rimm-Kaufman, 2009; Rudasill, et al., 2006). This is possibly due to teachers 
perceiving these children with high approachability and reactivity as demanding attention more 
than other children in the class (Coplan & Prakash, 2003).  
Finally, it was found that children who had no expressive language concerns as well as 
children with no special health care needs had higher levels of closeness in the teacher-child 
relationship. Conflict relationship status on the other hand, was associated with children who had 
receptive language concerns. This is in line with findings from Blacher et al. (2009) where they 
observed that children with language problems and disabilities developed poorer teacher-child 
relationships due to the lack of quality communication between a teacher and child. Thus, the 
current findings suggest that child related factors such as special health care needs and language 
concerns (receptive or expressive) may be a particular concern when focusing on building 
positive teacher-child relationships. 
Although the findings from this study are not conclusive, this research has identified 
some specific child-related factors associated with positive teacher-child relationships in the 
Australian childcare context. It is important to recognise that some children, because of 
individual characteristics such as gender, temperament or having an additional need, may find it 
more difficult to develop positive relationships with their teachers in child care. Given the 
emphasis on supportive and responsive relationships within early childhood pedagogy and 
practice, teachers need to acknowledge that the development of warm secure relationships with 
all children should be a priority. The current findings indicate that some groups of children may 
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need particular attention if teachers are to promote the development of the secure, reciprocal 
relationships that lead to confident and involved learners (DEEWR, 2009). The quality of early 
childhood education is of concern to educators, policy makers and the wider community and 
positive teacher-child relationships in the early years are essential to optimise children’s learning 
and development throughout school. Practitioners need an awareness of how child related factors 
can have an impact on the quality of their relationships with the children in their care. 
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Table 1 
    Descriptive Statistics for of All Variables in this Study after EM Imputation 
  Mean SD Minimum Maximum 
Age (Months) 33.88 2.84 27 44 
BITSEA (Com) 28.74 2.55 15 33 
BITSEA (PROB) 30.06 4.24 20 51 
TEMP (APP) 3.94 0.88 1 6 
TEMP (PERS) 4.25 0.68 1 6 
TEMP (REAC) 3.05 0.87 1 6 
Note: N = 1577 
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Table 2 
            
 
Simple Correlations among Gender, Socio-economic Status, Main Language Spoken At Home, Indigenous Status, Special Health Care Needs, BITSEA, 
Temperament, Conflict Relationship and Closeness Relationship. 
  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Closeness -.364** .078** .061** -.010 .040 .075** .095** .068** -.087** .101** .065** .052* -.063** 
2. Conflict - -.076** -.046* .015 -.004 -.102** -.092** -.128** .148** -.123** .045* -.167** .156** 
3. Gender 
 
- .010 .055* -.031 .022 .140** .089** -.065** .170** -.089** .017 -.048* 
4. SES 
  
- -.013 -.152** .029 .040 .066** -.133** .133** .064** .049* -.121** 
5. Main Language 
   
- -.010 .007 -.008 -.079** .064** .005 -.066** -.014 -.007 
6. Indigenous Status 
    
- -.068** -.010 -.008 .046* -.049* -.009 -.028 .036 
7. Special Health Care 
     
- .128** .132** -.163** .102** .019 .022 -.132** 
8. PEDS (EXP) 
      
- .367** -.191** .211** .050* .129** -.118** 
9. PEDS (REC) 
       
- -.250** .248** .066** .123** -.191** 
10. BITSEA (PROB) 
        
- -.252** -.230** -.260** .512** 
11. BITSEA (COM) 
         
- .160** .415** -.233** 
12. TEMP (APP) 
          
- .177** -.132** 
13. TEMP (PERS) 
           
- -.129** 
14. TEMP (REAC)                         - 
*p<.05  **p<.01 
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 Table 3 
      Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Conflict Relationship Status 
Predictor ΔR2 Final 95% CI Final Unique 
    B LL UL β sr2 
Step1 0.009 
     
     Gender 
 
-.082 -.133 -.030 -.079 .006 
     Indigenous Status 
 
-.041 -.189 .106 -.014 .000 
     Main Language Spoken 
 
.039 -.058 .137 .020 .000 
     SES 
 
-.035 -.072 .003 -.046 .002 
Step 2 0.022 
     
     Gender 
 
-.065 -.117 -.014 -.063 .004 
     Indigenous Status 
 
-.055 -.201 .091 -.019 .000 
     Main Language Spoken 
 
.023 -.074 .120 .012 .000 
     SES 
 
-.028 -.065 .010 -.036 .001 
     Special Health Care Needs 
 
-.129 -.208 -.050 -.081 .006 
     Expressive Language 
 
-.051 -.126 .024 -.036 .001 
     Receptive Language 
 
-.226 -.352 -.101 -.095 .008 
Step 3 0.042 
     
     Gender 
 
-.051 -.102 .000 -.049 .002 
     Indigenous Status 
 
-.069 -.212 .074 -.023 .001 
     Main Language Spoken 
 
.032 -.063 .127 .016 .000 
     SES 
 
-.016 -.053 .021 -.021 .000 
     Special Health Care Needs 
 
-.116 -.184 -.027 -.066 .004 
     Expressive Language 
 
-.024 -.098 .050 -.017 .000 
     Receptive Language 
 
-.150 -.277 -.024 -.063 .003 
     BITSEA (Problems) 
 
.006 -.002 .013 .045 .001 
     BITSEA (Competence) 
 
-.002 -.013 .010 -.007 .000 
     Temperament (Approach) 
 
.059 .030 .088 .100 .009 
     Temperament (Persistence) 
 
-.111 -.152 -.070 -.145 .020 
     Temperament (Reactivity) 
 
.057 .024 .091 .097 .007 
Total ΔR2  .073           
Note: N = 1577. SES = Socio-economic Status. CI = confidence interval. 
  *p<.05, **p<.01 
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Table 4 
      Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Closeness Relationship Status 
Predictor ΔR2 Final 95% CI Final Unique 
    B LL UL β sr2 
Step1 .013** 
     
     Gender 
 
.092 .036 .148 .081 .007 
     Indigenous Status 
 
.171 .009 .332 ..053 .003 
     Main Language Spoken 
 
-.022 -.121 .084 -.010 .000 
     SES 
 
.058 .017 .099 .070 .005 
Step 2 .011** 
     
     Gender 
 
.078 .021 .134 .068 .004 
     Indigenous Status 
 
.183 .022 .345 .056 .003 
     Main Language Spoken 
 
-.022 -.129 .084 -.010 .000 
     SES 
 
.053 .012 .095 .064 .004 
     Special Health Care Needs 
 
.112 .024 .199 .064 .004 
     Expressive Language 
 
.102 .019 .184 .066 .004 
     Receptive Language 
 
.066 -.073 .204 .025 .001 
Step 3 .007* 
     
     Gender 
 
.074 .016 .131 .065 .004 
     Indigenous Status 
 
.189 .028 .350 .058 .003 
     Main Language Spoken 
 
-.015 -.122 .092 -.007 .000 
     SES 
 
.043 .001 .085 .052 .003 
     Special Health Care Needs 
 
.099 .011 .187 .056 .003 
     Expressive Language 
 
.085 .002 .168 .055 .003 
     Receptive Language 
 
.019 -.123 .161 .007 .000 
     BITSEA (Problems) 
 
-.004 -.012 .004 -.028 .001 
     BITSEA (Competence) 
 
.011 -.002 .024 .049 .002 
     Temperament (Approach) 
 
.030 -.003 .063 .046 .002 
     Temperament (Persistence) 
 
.003 -.044 .049 .003 .000 
     Temperament (Reactivity) 
 
-.005 -.043 .032 -.008 .000 
Total ΔR2 0.031           
Note: N = 1577. SES = Socio-economic Status. CI = confidence interval. 
  *p<.05, **p<.01 
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